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If risk assessment as practiced by the regulatory agencies were pure science* perhaps an organizational separation could effectively sharpen the distinction between science and policy in risk assessment and regulatory decision-making.  However, many of the analytic choices made throughout the risk assessment process require individual judgments that are based on both scientific and policy considerations. The policy considerations in risk assessment are of a different character from those involved in specific risk management decisions and are generally common to all assessments for similar health effects* Thus, even when one has drawn the relatively obvious distinction between risk assessment and risk management, there remains the more difficult task of distinguishing between the science and policy dimensions of risk assessment itself. We believe that the latter distinction cannot be ensured or maintained through organizational arrangements. Given the inherent mixture of science and policy in risk assessment, organizational separation would simply move risk assessment policy into a different organization that would then have to become politically accountable. The Committee believes that other approaches are more likely to maintain the distinction between science and policy in risk assessment, most notably the development of and adherence to guidelines.
VALUE OF CENTRALIZATION
4. Common risk assessments performed primarily by scientists from all interested agencies on an ad hoc basis may capture the major advantages of centralization without the drawbacks that accompany permanent, extra-agency centralization*
An argument often advanced for centralization is that it might expedite and perhaps reduce the administrative costs of decision-making when two or more agencies contemplate regulation of the same substance. And if two or more agencies are going to regulate the same substance, there is much to be said for developing a system that facilitates production of a single, common risk assessment. This was one rationale for CPSC's decision to empanel a group of scientists to evaluate the carcinoge-nicity data on formaldehyde, and it argues in support of the central panels suggested in H.R. 638 and the American Industrial Health Council's proposal. Although the Com-